REMARKS 



This amendment responds to the office action mailed December 1 5, 2004. In the 
office action the Examiner: 

• allowed claims 1-4; and 

• rejected claims 5-20 for failing to comply with the enablement requirement under 35 
U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph. 

After entry of this amendment, the pending claims are: claims 1-20. 

Overview of Changes to the Claims 
Claims 5 and 15 have been amended to remove clarifying statements. Claims 14 and 
20 have been amended to correct an antecedent issue and to clarify that noise is reduced. 
Support is found in the specification in paragraph 30, which describes an expanded average 
to smooth noise. As is know in the art, the operation of averaging reduces noise. These 
amendments do not, therefore, constitute new matter. 

Specification 

The Abstract has been amended per the Examiner's request. 

Detailed Response 35 U.S.C 112, 1st Paragraph 
In this Office Action, the Examiner has argued that it is not readily understood as to 
how the forming and smoothing steps in claims 5 and 15 are used or what takes place 
thereafter to achieve the intended purpose. Therefore, the Examiner stated that "it appears 
undue experimentation is required and one skilled in the art would not know how to make 
and/or use the invention." 

Claims 5 and 1 5 have been amended to remove statements pertaining to "generating 
an ambiguity-resolved, refraction-corrected, noise minimized carrier-phase measurement." 
The Applicants believe this addresses the Examiner's concern that operations of forming and 
smoothing would not achieve the intended purpose of these claims without undue 
experimentation. In case it is still necessary, the Applicants cite enablement support for 
claims 5 and 1 5 below. 

Whole-cycle ambiguity and refraction errors in a carrier-phase measurement may be 
resolved using an L1-L2 measurement and an additional measurement combination or 
composite measurement, which is a combination of carrier-phase measurements on different 
carrier frequencies (paragraph 17), A signal having a third frequency may be advantageous 
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in such calculations (paragraph 18), for example, frequency- weighted averages of LI and L2 
code measurements (paragraph 20). A first composite measurement (paragraph 22-24) and a 
second composite measurement (paragraph 27-28) may be used to smooth phase noise 
(paragraphs 30-33). 

The detailed description includes ample disclosure for how to make and/or use the 
invention without undue experimentation. The detailed description, therefore, fully supports 
the limitations in independent claims 5 and 15, and their dependent claims. The Applicants 
note that, per MPEP 2164.01(b), "As long as the specification discloses at least one method 
for making and using the claimed invention that bears a reasonable correlation to the entire 
scope of the claims then the enablement requirement of 35 U.S. C. 1 12 is satisfied." The 
Applicants also take official notice of MPEP 2164.04: "In order to make a rejection, the 
examiner has the initial burden to establish a reasonable basis to question the enablement 
provided for the claimed invention . . . (examiner must provide a reasonable explanation as to 
why the scope of protection provided by a claim is not adequately enabled by the disclosure). 
A specification disclosure which contains a teaching of the manner and process of making 
and using an invention in terms which correspond in scope to those used in describing and 
defining the subject matter sought to be patented must be taken as being in compliance with 
the enablement requirement of 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, unless there is a reason to 
doubt the objective truth of the statements contained therein which must be relied on for 
enabling support." 

In light of the claim amendments, specific citations of support in the specification and 
the aforementioned arguments, claims 5 and 15, as well as their dependent claims, are novel 
and unobvious over the prior art of record and fulfill the requirements of 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph. Removal of this ground for rejection is requested. 

Prior Art Made of Record 
The Examiner cites several references considered pertinent to the present application. 
Specifically, U.S. 5,148,179, U.S. 5,359,332 and US 5,903,654. Under 37 CFR 1.1 1 1(b), 
"(t)he reply must present arguments pointing out the specific distinctions believed to render 
the claims, including any newly presented claims, patentable over any applied references" 
(emphasis added). It is respectfully noted that the office action did not apply any of these 
listed references to any of the pending claims. Nevertheless, the applicant observes that none 
of these cited references teaches alone or in combination all the limitations of the pending 
claims. 
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CONCLUSION 

In light of the above amendments and remarks, the AppHcant respectfully requests 
that the Examiner reconsider this application with a view towards allowance. The Examiner 
is invited to call the imdersigned attorney at (650) 843-7501, if a telephone call could help 
resolve any remaining items. 



Date: January 26, 2005 



Respectfully submitted, 




Gary ST Williams 
MORGAN, LEWIS & BOCKIUS LLP 
2 Palo Alto Square, Suite 700 
3000 El Camino Real 
Palo Alto, California 94306 
(650) 843-4000 
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